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J. I N T R O D U C T I O N  

I In this Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, we are updating certain 
regulations for unlicensed radio frequency devices contained in Parts 2, I S  and 18 of our rules 
Specifically, we are I) changing certain emission levels in the restricted bands above 3 8 6  GHz, 2 )  
eliminating the prohibition on data traiismissions and inaking other changes to rules governing Part I 5  
remote control devices. 3) inodifylng the rules for radio frequency idcntitication systems to allow for 
iinproved operation, 4) simplifying the labeling requirement for manufacturer self-authorized equipment; 
and 5 )  inaking other changes to update and correct our rules Because o f  certain decisions in this Second 
Report and Order, we are grantrng a petition for reconsideration f i led by the Information Technology 
Ii idustn Council (ITI) in ET Docket No 95-19 to the extent indicated lierein and are granting a petition 
for declaratory ruling filed hy MIA-COM Private Radio Systems, Inc to the extent indicated lierein ' 

11. B A C K G R O U N D  

2 111 recent years. there has been a significant iiicrease in the proliferation o f  unlicensed radio 
frequency devices that are regulated under Part 15 of our rules (Part 1 5  devices) Such devices are 
increasingly relied upon for many everyday ftinctions in consumers' lwes Examples of cominoii Part 15 

applica~ioiis and technologies for these types o f  devices coiitiiiues to evolve a t  a rapid pace For 
example, digital processing speeds of personal computers are ahove 2400 M H z  as coinpared to only 25 

' ,Sw petition for reconsideration tiled by ihr Information Technology Industry Councll (In) in ET Docket No 95- 
19 on September 3, 1997 and petition for declaratory ruling filed by MIA-COM Prlvate Radio Systems, Inc on 

demes include cordless phones, computers, baby mniiitnrs, and garage door operiers The range Of 
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M H z  about ten years ago Cordless telephones now operate at higher frequencies, with digital 
modulation techniques providing users with improved performance and additional service features. I n  
'iddltioii, technological iniiovntioiis are iiow being employed to develop new Part IS equipment and 
v \ t e i n s  for business and professional applications, e g high speed, high capacity wireless local area 
networks (LANs) The Part I S  rules have been highly successful iii permitting the development o f  new 
types of unlicensed devices while protecting authorized users o f  the radio spectrum from harmful 
iiiterference Many millioiis of Part 15 devices operate at the current limits without any significant 
interference problems 

3 On October 15, 2001, the Cominission adopted a Norice of Proposed Rule Making and Order 
tliaf proposed a number o f  changes to Part 15 and other parts o f  the rules These proposals were based 
on recommendations contained within the Biennial Regulatory Review 2000 Updated Staff Report,' two 
petitions for rule inaking concerning radio frequency identification systems,' and other staff 
recommendations. We received I 5 3  comments and 58 reply comments in response to the Notice ' On 
July 12, 2002. the Commission adopted a Firs1 Report und Order in this proceeding that required radar 
detectors to coinply with the Part I S  emission limits for unintentional radiators with regard to emissions 
in the I I 7-1 2 2 GHz hand to protect very small aperture satel l i te terminals (VSATs) from interference 
This Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order addresses many o f  the issues raised 
i i i  the Notice that were not addressed in the Fir31 Reporl and Order We plan to address the issues o f  
radio frequency identification systems in the 425-435 MHz hand and further changes to the emission 
limits i n  the restricted band above 38 6 GHr other than those discussed lierein at a later date 

111. DISCUSSION 

A. Revisions to Par t  15 

1.  Restricted frequency bands above 38.6 GH2 

4 Specific frequency hands are designated as restricted bands in Part I S  to protect certain sensitive 
radio services from interference, such as those that protect safety-of-life or those that use very low 
received levels, such as satel l i te downlinks or radio astronomy.' Only spurious emissions are perinitted 
in restricted hands, and sucli emissions inust comply with the llinits i n  Section 15.209 The entire 

' S e e  Nulrcc of Proposed Rule Muking and Order in ET Docker No 01-278, ("Norice"), 16 FCC Rcd 18205 
(2001) 

' See The 2000 Biennial Regularory Review Reporr and Federal Communicarions Cornmissran Biennial 
Re,yularory Hevrt:w 2000 UpdairdSloJJReporr ("Updared BafJReporI''). FCC 00-456, dated January I7,20Ol 

.SY N a u o n d  Counc~l for Information Technology StandardIration Technical Committee B 10 (NCITS 610) 
petition for rule inaking filed September 4. 1998. RM-9j75 and SAVI  Technology, Inc ( S A V I )  petition for rule 
making tiled November 22,2000. RM 10051 

'See Appendix I3 ford l is t  of co rnen te rs  

' S e e  Firs1 Keporr and Order in ET Docket No 0 1-278, 17 FCC Rcd 14063 (2002) 

' S e e  47 C F R 5 15  205 

h Spurious einissio~~s dre those on a frequency or frequencre, ouwde the necessary bandwidth for the transinission 
Of Information, the level of which may be reduccd without affecring the transinission of  information Spurious 
einlsrions include liarmon IC emissions, parasilic emissions. intermodulation products and frequency conversion 
pruducts. hui cxc lude uut-of-hand emissions See 47 C F R $ b  2 I and I 5  20') 



FCC 03-149 Federal Communications Commission 

frequeiicy range above 38 6 G H r  15  a restricted band, although there is an exception that permits 
transininers to  operate iii the 46 7-46 9 GHr, 76-77 GHz and 57-64 GHz hands At  the time this 
frequency rangc above 38 6 GHz was dcsignatcd as a restricted band, there was no requirement in our 
rules to inake measurements above 40 GHz because of limitations in ineasurement technology 
Designating tlie entire frequency range above 38.6 GHz as restricted, rather than restricting designated 
segments, was simply a inatter of administrative convenience and had no impact on manufacturers 
because ineasurements were not required at those frequencies. However, due to advancements in 
ineasuremeiit technology, the Commission now requires measurements above 40 GHz for some devices, 
SO tliese devices inust now comply with the restricted band limits lo 

5 111 the Norrce. the Commission sought comment on the need for changes to the restricted bands 
above 38 6 GHz and the potential benefits to inanufacturers o f  such changes " This Commission stated 
i t 5  belief that i t  15 not necessary to restrict tlie entire band above 38 6 GHz because only certain portions 
o f  the band contaiii beiisitive radio services that require this protection, such as those that protect safety- 
of-life or those that use very low received levels, such as satellite downlinks or radio astronomy '' The 
Commission also stated in the Norrce that restricting the entire band above 38 6 GHz makes compliance 
more difficult to achieve for certain devices because they must comply with tighter harmonic limits than 
would otherwise apply if the band were not restricted I' For example, the limit on harmonic emissions 
from a transminer operating in the 24 0-24 25 GHz band under Section I 5  249 o f  the rules I S  2500 pV/m 
at 3 meter5 '' However, because the harmonics from a device operating in t h i s  band fall in the designated 
restricted band above 38 6 GHz, they must actually comply with a tighter l imit o f  500 pV/m at 3 
ineters I' This conflict arose as a result of  a 1995 rule change that required spurious emissions from 
transmitters operating above I O  GHz to be measured at frequencies above 40 GHz Prior to that date, 
ineasureinents were inot required above 40 GHz for such transmitters. so there was effectively no l imit on 
radiated emissions above 40 GHz 

See 47 C F R 5 I S  205 The table in paragraph (a) of this section states that a l l  frequencies above 38  6 GHz are 
designated as a restricted band However, paragraph (d)(4) of  this section exempts transmitters operating under 4 1  
C F R 5 5  I 5  253 and 15 255, which permit operation in the 46 7-46 9 GHz, 76-77 CHz and 57-64 GHz bands, 
from complying with the restricted band requirements. 

When the 40 CHz cutoff was eslablished in 1989, the Commission considered that frequency to be the highest I / /  

prdcticdble with the state-of-the ar t  in measurement techniques at that rime. See First Report and Order in GEN 
Docket No 87-389, 4 FCC Rcd 3493, 3 5  I O  (1989) This was due to limitations on the upper operating frequency 
raiigr of  measuring equipment such as spectrum analyzers, antennas and amplifiers then available When the 
Commission established rules ptrmining operation above 40 GHz in 1995, It recognized that measurements were 
possible above that frequency with equipment available at that time and amended Pan 15 to require measurements 
above that  frequency for the first time SEE Frrw Reporr and Order and Second Norrce ofProposed Rule Making 
in ET DocketNo 94-124, I I  FCCRcd4481,4504 (1989) 

' I  .Sw holice at p 18208 

.See horiic dL p I8207 

Sr.e 47  C F R $ 5  15 245 and 15 249 Section 15 245 places a limit 25,000 p V h  at 3 meters on the harmonic /i 

emissions from a field disturbance sensor operating in the 24 075-24.175 GHz band Section 15 249 places a limit 
uf2,500 pV!m at 3 meters on the harmonic emissions from a transmitter operating in the 24.0-24 25 GHz band, 

'*.%!e47CFR 6 15249 

S ~ ~ e l ~ ~ , ~ u r r o ~ i d O r d ~ ~ r i n t T D ~ , c k e t N o  94-124, I I  FCC Rcd4481 (1996) Seealso47CFR b§ 1533(a)(2) I,, 

2 n d  (a)(;) For a transmmer operating at 24 GH2. radiared emmion measurements are required upto 100 GHz 
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6 Safcty Wariiing System, L C (SWS), the Short Range Automotive Radar Frequency Allocation 
Group (SARA) and Cisco Systems, I i ic (Cisco) support modifying the restricted band above 38 6 GHz ” 
SWS state.; tlial there is in0 need tor a restricted band at the second and third harmonics o f  the 24 GHz 
hand, and that tlre current restricted band bars socially valuable products at a reasonable price from the 
inarket SARA states that the Coininissioii should lift t l ie blanket restricted status o f  frequencies above 
38 6 GHz and maintain protection only for bands with sensitive services I’ It states that at a minimum, 
the Coininissioii should lift the restriction at the third harmonic o f  24 GHz, r.e 72 GHz, because that is 
tlie iiiost d i f fc i i l t  harmonic to suppress and that l i ft ing that restriction would not adversely affect any 
passive service!, ’” S A R A  claims that Complying with the restricted band harmonic limits can double the 
cost of a 24 GHz transmitter” The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) submitted a 
l i s t  o t  13 hands that it believes should be designated as restricted because they are used for passive 
sensing 

7 We are eliminating the requirement that the second and third harmonics from field disturbance 
sensors operating under Section 15.245 i n  the 24.075-24 175 GHz band, specifically harmonics in the 
48 15-48 3 5  GHz aiid 72.225-72.525 GHz bands, must comply with the restricted band limits in Section 
15 209 We are also eliininating the requirement that the second and third harmonics from devices 
operating under Section 1 5  249 in tlie 24 0-24 25 GHz band, specifically harmonics in the 48.0-48 5 GHz 
and 72 0-72 75 GHz bands, inust comply with the restricted band limits in Section 15.209 These 
changes w i l l  resolve the current discrepancy in our rules concerning the harmonic emission limits for 
transmitters in the 24 GHz band. It wi l l  permit second and third harmonic emission levels o f  2500 pV/m 
at 3 meters frorn devices operating in the 24 0-24 5 GHz band under the provisions o f  I 5  249 o f  the rules, 
and 25,000 pV/m at 3 meters from disturbance sensors operating in the 24 075-24 175 GHz band under 
Section 15 245 of tlie rules2’ These changes wi l l  benefit manufacturers because equipment wi l l  no 
longer liave to ineet limits that are tighter than necessary to control interference These changes w i l l  not 
result in interference to Federal Government operations because there are currently no such operations in 
t l ie 48 0-48.5 GHz or 72 0-72.75 GHr bands that would be adversely affected by these changes. I n  
addition, there are currently in0 noii-government operations in these bands. We note that there IS a 
pending proceeding that proposes to change from uplinks to downlinks the Fixed Satellite Service 
allocation i n  the 71-75 5 GHz band and the Mobile Satel l i te Service allocation in the 71-74 GHz band ’‘ 

See SWS cominents at I ,  SARA comments at 7 and Cisco coininents at 2 

Ser S W S  comments at 2-4 

See SARA coinments ar 4 

See SARA coinmenis a1 1 

” S e e  S A K A  comments ai 6 

,SW NASA coii i inents at 1 N A S A  iequested that the following bands above 38  6 GHz he designated at 

1 -  

18 

I,) 

Y 

restricted 50 2-50 4 GHz, 52 6-59 3 GHz, 86-92 GHz, 100-102 GHz. 109 5-1 1 I 8 GHz, 114 25-122 25 GHz, 
118 5-151 5 CHz, 164-167 GHz. 174 8-191 8 GHz, 200-209 GHr, 226-231 5 GHz. 235-238 GHz, and 250-252 
LHz Accordin: to NASA, passive sensors are low-noise receivers similar to radio astronomy receivers, and are 
used 10 study u’cather panerns. climatic conditions, global warning, soil moisture, ocean temperature and wlnd 
w e d .  ICC ihickriess, and the sensing o f  various atmospheric gasses N A S A  c l a m s  that passive sensors are very 
wnCitive to any Inicrowilve energy in their measuremeni bandwidth 

li k 4 7 C F R  ~ $ l 5 2 4 9 a n d l i 2 4 5  

.Sw Nume o/ Pi-opsed RLIIP M o k q  in WT Docket No 02-146, 17 FCC Rcd l2lX2 (2002) 2 4  

(continued ) 
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We do inot expect that the changes we are adopting would affect any future operations iii tl ie 72 0-12.15 
GHr band. even if this band were reallocated for satellite downlinks, because the high propagation losses 
dnd directivity o f  signals at  these frequencies would significantly attenuate unwanted signals at a satellite 
receive site We believe that there may be additional bands above 38.6 GHz which need not be 
designated as restricted because they do not contain services that require protection. We are continuing 
our discussions with NT lA to determine which bands above 38.6 GHz should continue to be designated 
as restricted and we defer a decision on th is  matter to a later date 

2. Data Transmission by Remote Control  Devices 

8 Section 15.231 of the rules allows the operatioii o f  remote coiitrol devices in the 40 66-40 70 
MHz band and at any frequency above 70 MHz, except in designated restricted bands ’’ There are two 
separate provisions for operation under this section Tlie first provision, iii paragraph (a) o f  this rule 
section, contains field strength limits for devices that transmit control signals, such as those used with 
alarm systems. door openers and remote switches A device operated under tliis paragraph must cease 
transinissioii witl i i i i  5 seconds after being activated automatically or after a manually operated switch is 
released Continuous transmissions such as voice and video are not permitted Data transmissions are 
permitted only to identify specific transmitters in a system, but no additional data may be sent For 
example, a device could transmit a warning when tlie pressure of a tire i s  low but could not transmit the 
actual pressure level, or could remotely activate a thermostat but not transmit t l ie desired temperature 
setting information. The rule also prohibits periodic transmissions at regular predetermined intervals, 
although one transmission of not more than one second is  permitted once per hour per transmitter in a 
system to verify the integrity o f  security transmitters A device that is employed for radio control 
purposes during emergencies involving fire. security and safety o f  life may transmit continuously to 
signal an alarm Tlie second provision, in paragraph (e) o f  this Section, allows any type o f  transmission. 
including data and transmissions at  regular periodic intervals. However, t l ie provisions o f  this paragraph 
specify lower field strength limits than paragraph (a) In addition, the provisions o f  this paragraph limit 
transmissions to no more than one second, wit11 a silent period between transmissions o f  at least 30 times 
the duration of  tlie transmission, but in no case less than 10 seconds. The field strength limits for remote 
control devices specified in paragraphs (a) and (e) are based on the average value o f  tlie measured 
eiiiissioinh For devices that use pulsed emissions, the field strength i s  determined by averaging over one 
complete pulse train, including blanking intervals, as long as the pulse train does inot exceed 100 
imillisecoiids ’“ In cases wliere the pulse t ra i i i  exceeds 100 milliseconds, the field strength i s  determined 
b) averaging over the 100 millisecond interval that produces the maximum value 

9 I n  tlie N o m e .  t l ie Commission proposed to allow data transinissions by remote control devices 
operating under Section 15 23 I(a) ofthe rules, stating that the prohibitioii on data transmissions appears 
to he unnecessarily constraining and can be an impediment to the development of new types o f  devices, 
and that removing this restriction would not result in an increased potential for harmful interference 2’ It 
also proposed t o  remove the prohibitioii on voice, video and coi~iinuous transmissions and on the radio 
control of toys. hecause data representing voice or video has no greater interference potential than any 
other type o f  data. so there 15 iio need to expressly prohibit thein.” Tlie Cominission sougl~l  comment on 
(Contiiiued from previous page) 

’ “ , C w 4 7 C F R  6 1 5 3 5 ( c )  
,- 

See / h r i c c  at p I82 I I 

id 
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the potential benetitr o f  such changes to manufacturers ’’ It also sought comment on whether allowing 
data traiisinissioiis would result in  an increased proliferation o f  devices or in devices transmitting for a 
greater ainouiit of time, and whether there is a need to inodify the timing requirements i n  Section 15.23 1 
to avoid interference to other radio services.” 

I O  ADEMCO, Cisco, Enalasys, Interlogix, ITI, JCI, Lifeline, Linear and Mattel a l l  support 
removing the restriction on data traiismission by remote control devices.” Enalasys submits that 
reinovins this restriction wi l l  allow manufacturers to inake more flexible and imaginative low power 
remote control devices ’’ JCI states that permitting data transmissions would eliminate confusion about 
distiiigtiishiiig between data and recognition codes, which are actually a form of data.’’ ADEMCO 
believes that permitting data transmissions would enable new products such as comprehensive wireless 
displays It also states that the proposed changes would provide for advanced user interfaces, better 
control capability, improvements in the installation process, and a higher level o f  security to residential 
and business premises l4 Lifeline states that i ts emergency alert transmitters designed for use by persons 
liviiig alone would be inore useful if voice and data traiisinissions were permitted, because they would be 
ahle to transmit medical data such as blood pressureI5 Lifellne, Linear, JCI and Mattel support 
permitting voice transmissions by remote control devices, stating that this change would make devices 
inore useful ’‘ JCl and Mattel support permitting video mansmissions Mattel states that th is  change 
would permit devices such as video baby monitors to operate at 300 MHz. I t  also notes that the proposed 
elimination o f  the prohibition on rad10 control toys would allow for increased bandwidth and multiple 
receivers needed to permit racing of several remote control carsI8 Mattel believes that harmful 
interference is  unlikely from such applicatio~is because the devices would be battery operated with low 
radiated radio frequency power I’ Adeinco does not believe that the Commission should remove the 
restrictioii on radio control toys because predicted intensive and repeated use o f  radio control toys could 
interrupt security, safety and other vital applications of remote control devices ‘” Cisco and IT1 state that 
permitting a liinited data stream for remote control devices would not lead to an increase in 
interference ‘’ Cisco notes that the interference potential is a function o f  the field strength levels and 

’’ Id 

In Id 

See ADEMCO comments at 2, Cisco comments at 5 ,  Enalasys comments at 2. lnterlogix comments at 2, IT1 
comments at  8-9, JCI comments at 2, Lifeline cornrnenrs ai 2, Lmear comments at 4, and Manel comments at  I 

i I  

,See Enalasys comments at 2 

.See JCI comments at 2 

See ADEMCO comments at 2 

See Lifeline comments at 2 

.Sec Lifeline coinmenrs at  2, Linear comments at 4, JCI coinments at 2 and Manel coirunents at I 

See IC1 c o i m m t s  a1 2 and Matrel comineiits ai I 

.\ee Marlel comments at I 

.%,e Manel comments a t  I 

See Adeincii reply comments at 4 

.Sw ITI comments at 8-9 

17 
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traiisinissioii duration aiid not the type of information being sent ‘’ The National Telecommunications 
aiid Information Adininistratioii (N’I‘IA) expresses concern about the Commission’s proposed changes It 
m t e s  t l i a  undri the proposed rules, syslems using voice and data would proliferate, and that because the 
on ly  timing restriction would be to turn off after l ive seconds, some devices could be transmitting 
viitually a l l  the time I t  believes that the increased transmission time o f  such devices as compared to 
dcvices that trai lsinit  short-duration control signals would increase t l ie likelihood o f  interference to 
licensed services ‘’ 

I I Several parties recommend rule changes beyond those proposed in the Nofrce CEA requests that 
the Coininission allow duty cycle averaging over a one second interval instead o f  tlie 100 inillisecond 
interval currently specified in the rulcs, because this would allow for the longer transmissions necessary 
lo complete the setup, synchronization, transmitler identification and sending o f  a string o f  data.44 
Enalasys wants the Commission to permit devices used only by trained operators to operate with 10 dB 
1hi:her power than currently permitted ‘’ JCI wants the Commission to reevaluate its policy of permitting 
inore rapid duty cycles or continuous operation only during emergencies involving fire, security or safety 
uf l i fe.  It states that the Cornmission should permit more rapid duty cycles to report on additional 
conditions that might endanger property, machinery or the operation o f  systems.q6 JCI believes that 
requiring traiisinissions to cease after 5 seconds i s  arbitrary, and believes the Comrnissioii should 
delegate authority to the Office o f  Engineering and Technology (OET) to waive this requirement at i ts 
discretion, although i t  did not suggest any specific standards that should be considered in granting 
waivers4’ Interlogix wants the Commission to permit devices to operate with a total o f  two seconds o f  
polling time per hour, with no limit on the number of iiidividual transmissions, because it wi l l  allow more 
useful information to be sent, such as the time of entryiexit from a building or the identity of a person 
entering or leaving.48 Interlogix also u’ants the f i ve  second transmission time permitted by the rules to be 
the total transmission time excluding the “off’ times between pulses, because it claims that the rule was 
designed to allow f i v e  seconds of coiitinuous traiismission, so excluding the “off‘ times between pulses 
would allow tlie same transmission time that the rule originally intended lnterlogix also wants 
professional installers to be permitted to automatically initiate transmissions longer than five seconds 
during the set-up of equipment because sophisticated systems often require longer transmissions to 
initialize them.” Ademco supports the lnterlogix proposal to allow a total transmission time of two 
seconds per liour for polling, but it dibagrees with both lnterlogix and JCI that the five second time limit 
for traiisiniysioiis should be changed Io I t  states that t h i s  rule I S  effective i n  ensuring a quiet band and 

4’  Srr. Cisco comments at 5 

See NTlA letter 10 Edmond 1 Thomas dated October 15, 2002 at 3-4 

See CEA comments at 2 Pan I 5  currently requires that a pulsed Iransmis~ion be averaged over no greater than a 

4; 

44 

100 millisecond interval  See47 C F R 9 15 35(c )  

.Sec Enalasys comments at 2-3 

.See JCI cominents at 5 

li 

n i l  

ii I d  

48 See Inlerlopx comments at 2.: 

See Intellogix comments at 3-4 e , ,  
For example. a ten second transmission with a 50 percent duty cycle would 

aclu.illy he considercd as a tive second transmission 

5 0  Sei, Ademco reply comments ai 2 
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promotes interlerence-frcc operation of Part 15 devices 'I Ademco disagrees with CEA that the duty 
cycle averaging t i ine should he increased to one second, because it would be contrary to the short-burst 
iiriiicipal underlying thc shared used o f  spectrum by devices operating pursuant to tlie rules '' I t  also 
disagrees with Enalasys that higher power should be perinitted for devices under tlie control o f  trained 
operators because any type of high power operation IS incoinpatihle with existing Part 1 5  uses." 

12 We find that the restriction on data transmissions by remote control devices in Section I5 23 ](a) 
should be removed As noted by the commenting parties, this change wi l l  allow inanufacturers to make 
iiiore flexible, iinaginative and useful reinote control devices I t  i s  not practical to prohibit all data 
Lransinissioiis as N T l A  requested Virtually all modern reinote control devices transmit a striiig of bits, 
and bits representing identification codes are indistinguishable from bits representing information 
Maintaining the prohibition on data traiismission inhibits the development of improved devices that pose 
ino significant risk o f  harmful iiiterference. We note that the interference potential o f  a device I S  a 
function of tlie field strength and duration of the transmission, rather tliaii the type o f  Information being 
seiit, and. we are inot changing the field strength or t r a i ~ ~ i n i ~ ~ i o n  timing l i m i t s  We decline to remove the 
prohibition on voice. video and continuous transmissions and on the operation o f  radio coiitrol toys as the 
Coininission proposed in the N m ~ e  There are already a number of provisions in Part 15 o f  the rules that 
permit voice, video, radio control toys. and continuous transmissions in other frequency bands, so there is 
iho need to establish additional provisions for them under Section 15 231(a) " On further review, 
allowing such operation would in fact significantly and unnecessarily expand the goal of the Nolice. 
whicli was to allow manufacturers to develop devices that transmit identification codes, supplemented 
with the traiisinission of some additional data.5' The net result o f  the changes we are adopting is that 
operatioil undei Section 15 23 I (a) wi l l  continue to be limited to devices that transmit a control signal, but 
such devices w i l l  be permitted to trailsinit data with the control signal They wi l l  have to meet the same 
field strengh, timing and other operational l im i t s  that currently exist We believe that these changes 
adequately address NTIA's concerns about harmful interference from devices transm~tting continuously 
because the rules wi l l  contiiiue to explicitly prohibit contiiiuous transmissions. Furthermore, the 
transinission timing and other restrictions in Section 15.23l(a), which limit operation to devices that 
transinit a control signal and prohibit voice, video and the radio control of toys, w i l l  preclude continuous 
data transmissions i n  any case No changes are being made to Section 15.231(e) because data 
traiisinissioiis are already permined under th i s  section. 

13 We decline to allow duty cycle averaging over a one second interval as requested by CEA, rather 
than over the IO0 inillisecond interval currently specified in tlie rules The requested change effectively 
allows higher signal strength, which could result in increased interference potential o f  devices The 
current requirement does not preclude devices from transinitting for more than 100 milliseconds as CEA 
implies. i t  simply specifies the t ime interval for determin~ng the average field strength o f  a device that 
uses pulsed traiisinissioii Allowiiig an average to be calculated over a longer time interval could result i n  
a lower value that does iiot accurately reflect the interference potential because the average could include 
blanking interbals between signal bursts that would be excluded from an average calculated over a 
shorter lime interval We a l m  decline to allow trained operators to use equipment which operates with a 

~ ~~~ 

Scc Adcnico reply wmmenrs at  2-3 

.Scr Ademco reply u r i m e n t s  at 3 

.Gr A d e i n ~ o  reply coinmcnts at 3 

. S e e 4 7 C F R  4 b  15225,  15227.  15235,  15247andl5249 

See Noiici, ai p I82 I o  

I ,  
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10 dl3 liigber power than currently permitted, as requested by Enalasys Such equipment would have a 
higher potential for interference to other services, and i t  i s  unlikely that even a trained operator would 
l iave sufficient information to determine whether harmful interference would occur in  a particular 
locatioii We decline to broaden the criteria under wliicli more rapid duty cycles are permitted as 
requested by JCI, or io allow setup transmissions longer than 5 seconds as requested by Interlogix. JC1 
and Iiiterlogix liave iiot shown why the existing limits are inadequate for the situations i t  identified 
Finally. we decliiie to change our requirement tor a device to cease transmission within five seconds after 
being activated automatically or after release o f  a control that manually activates it, and we decline to 
specify t l ie five second time as excluding the " o f r  time between pulses This requirement to cease 
transmissions within five seconds prevents continuous traiismissions which could result in interference to 
other devices. 

14 As recommended by Interlogix and Ademco, we wil l  permit remote control devices to transmit 
r'oi a inaxiinuin o f  two seconds per hour, instead of the current one second, for polling the integrity of 
traiisinitters used in qecurity or safety applications The number o f  individual transmissions w i l l  not be 
limited. provided t l ie total transinission time does inot exceed two seconds per hour. This change wi l l  
allow tor increased reliability iii alarm systems by permitting systems checks to be performed at more 
frequent intervals Any increased interference potential as a result o f  th i s  change i s  negligible because 
polling transinissioiis wi l l  still only he permitted for less than one tenth of oiie percent o f  the time.'6 

3. Radio Frequency Identif ication Systems 

I 5  Radio frequency identification (RFID) systems use radio signals to track and identify items such 
as shipping containers and merchandise in stores. A system typically consists of a tag mounted on the 
item to be identified, and a transmitterireceiver unit that interrogates the tag and receives Identification 
data back from the tag The tag may be a self-powered transmitter, or it may receive power from the 
interrogating transmitter WID systems can operate in a number o f  frequency bands under Part I 5  Part 
15  currently permits the operation of intentional radiators, including WID systems, in  the 13 553-13 567 
M H z  band at a field strength limit of 10,000 pVim at 3 meters5' Emissions outside this band must 
coinply with the radiated einission limits iii Section 15 209, which specifies a limit of 30 p V i m  at 30 
ineters for emissioiis iii the I 705-30 M H z  band. 

I6 In tlie Norice, the Commission proposed to modify the Part 15 limits for operation in the I 3  553- 
I 3 567 MHz band and the adjacent I 3  I 10- I 3  553 M H z  and 13 567- I 4  0 10 M H z  bands, as requested by 
National Council for Information Technology Standardization Technical Committee BIO (NCITS BIO), 
lo dllow the development of RFID tags capable o f  operating uniformly i n  tlie United States. Europe and 
Australia '* Specitically, the Commission proposed to increase the maximum field strength within the 
1.; 553-13 567 M H z  hand from 10,000 pVim to 15,848 pV im a t  a distance o f  30 ineters, to increase the 
inaxiinuin field strength permitted in the 13 410-13 553 M H z  and 13 567-13.710 MHz bands from 30 to 
134 pV/m at 30 meters, and to increase the maximum field strength permitted in t l ie 13 110-13 410 M H z  

Specifically, the percent of the time that a device could lransmir would increase froin 0 028% to 0 056% '0 

~. 
See 37 C F R 4 15225 

Sde n'oiicc a t  p I82 12 See alsri NCITS B 10 Periiron/or Rule Making f o  AniendSeirion /5  225 o/ihe ' 8  

~ ~ o n 7 m ! ~ \ i o t i ' ~  Rule>. filed Seprrrnber 10. 19Y8, KM-9375 In the Noirce, we also proposed to allow RFlD systems 
upciaring in rhe 425-435 M H r  hand to iransniit data at  the level permined in Section 15 23 I(b) of the rules. with a 
rransrniscion t ime at 120 second5 and at  leas1 a 10 second silent period berween transinissions See Nurice at p 
182 13 We wi l l  address this rnnltcr a t  a later dare 
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and 1 3  710-14 010 MHz bands froin 30 to 106 pVim at 30 i n e t e r ~ . ~ ~  These are tlie limits developed by 
the European Telccoininuinications Standards Institute (ETSI) for low power devices operating in these 
hand< The Coinmission further proposed to allow devices operating i i i  tlie 13 110-14 010 MHz band to 
place einiwoiis other than spurious emissions into the I 3  36-13 41  M H z  restricted band because that 
baild is used at only one radio astronomy site 111 Florida and N T l A  has no objection to allowing einissions 
froin RFID deviws iii this restricted band "" 111 addition, the Commission proposed to allow powered 
R F l n  tags and readers to be approved together and labeled with a single FCC identification number " 

I 7  CEA, Chester Piotrowski, DataBrokers, lnc. (DataBrokers), Gap, Inc , MagTek, Inc , Motorola, 
NCITS B I  0. Philips Semiconductor (Philips), the Telecoinmunications Industry Association (TIA), and 
Texas Instruments (TI) support the proposed changes, stating they wi l l  allow increased range for RFID 
tags. permit the development o f  new types of devices, and harinonize the United States regulations with 
Ihose uf other countries '' TI states that this rule change would simplify tlie design and manufacturing of 
RFID products and allow lower costs due to worldwide commonality o f  standards Both TI and Philips 
slate that tlie proposed changes would allow higher security. data transfer rates and read range 
performance iii RFID applications '' HID Corporatlon believes the proposed einission llmits are inot 
likely to cause interference to other services and w i l l  benefit t l ie public by permitting devices with better 
perforinaiice ''' I t  believes that the 13 36-13 41 M H z  band should be removed from the l is t  o f  restricted 
hands to permit sidebands froin devices at 13.553-13 567 M H z  to f a l l  in that frequency range '6  

I8 Cubic Corporation (Cubic) states it does not support the proposed changes for WID tags unless a 
quantitative analysis I S  provided to show that new systems w i l l  not interfere with existing WID systems 
i i i  t l ie band.67 I t  states that the petition was premised on the idea that WID tags would not be self- 
powered, but inew self-powered devices are being developed that w ~ l l  increase the noise floor in the 
band '' Both Cubic and Nickolaus E Leggett state that Part 15  devices should not be permitted to 
operate in the 1 3  36-13 41 MHz radio astronomy band because that would make i t  unusable for radio 
astronomy '" 71 responds that Cubic has not sliowii that operation o f  RFID tags under the proposed 
parameters would cause interference to other Part 15 FCID tags, and that the einissions from WID tags 

5q /d 

Id See also July 12, 2002 letter from NTlA to Mr Edmond J Thomas, Chief, Office ofEngineering and 611 

Technolugy 

Sce A1ufiie at  p I82 I 3  

Scc CEA cummenis at 3, Chester Piorrowski comments at I , DataBrokers comments at I, Gap comments a1 I, 
MdgTek. Inc corninents at I ,  Motorola comments at  2 ,  NCITS B I O  comments at I , Philips comments at I ,  TIA 
comments a t  2-3. and TI comments at 1-2 

(I I 

I . ?  

b i  .S,e TI commeiits a i  1-2 

,See rl coinmeiits at 1 and Philips comments at 1 

See HID conumenrs at I 

(4 

II 5 

j3''  Id 

0:. See Cubic comments a i  I 

(IK id 

,,,, 
.See Cublc Luininenrs a i  I and Nickolaus E Leggetl commenrs a t  I 
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would be too low to cause interference to radio astronomy ’’ NTlA states t l iat i t  lias no objection to 
operation o f  RFID devices in the 13 110-14 010 MHz band, wliicli includes the 13 36-13 41 MHz 
i emcted  hand. at tlic cinissioii levels proposed iii tlie Nolrce ” 

19 We arc adopting t l ie  changes proposed in the Norice to increase the maximum field strengrh 
permitted i n  the 13 553-13.567 MHL hand from 10,000 to 15,848 pViin at 30 ineters, to increase t l ie 
inaximuin field strength permitted in the 13 410-13 553 MHz and 1; 567-13 710 MHz bands from 30 to 
334 pVhn at 30 ineters, and to increase t l ie maximum field strength permitted in tlie 13 110-13 410 MHz 
and I3 710-14 010 MHz bands from 30 to 106 pV/in at  30 meters In addition, we wi l l  permit emissions 
other than spurious  emission^ in the restricted band at 13.36-13 41 MHz These changes wi l l  allow for 
improved operation o f  WID tags in the 13 56 MHz band without adverse consequences to other devices, 
aiid w i l l  allow for the development o f  MID tags that can work in both tlie United States and other 
ccwiitries As proposed in the Norrce. we also wil l  allow powered RFID tags to be approved either as pan 
of a rystein wifh a tag reader under one FCC identification number, or under separate FCC identification 
numbers Allowing powered tags and readers to be approved together w i l l  simplify the fi l ing 
requirements iii cases wheFe the devices are always sold together, and permitting tags and readers to be 
approved separately wi l l  provide increased flexibility to manufacturers by permitting the sale of different 
coinbinations of tags aiid readers 

20 We disagree with Cubic that an analysis is required to show tliat new systems would not interfere 
with existing RFID systems in the band Cubic lias not provided information to indicate that a problem 
exists warranting scrutiny. We note that Part I 5  devices have no interference protection from other Part 
15 devices.” Also, because the existing rules for the 13.553-13.567 MHz band place no restrictions on 
the types or lengths o f  transmissions. self-powered tags are already permitted ” The rule changes we are 
adopting simply provide for an increase in field strength within the 13 553-13 567 MHz band and 
adjacent hands. We disagree with Cubic and Nickolaus E Leggetl tliat emissions froin WID tags should 
not be permitted in t l ie 13-36-13 41 MHz restricted hand Neither party lias provlded information beyond 
unsubstantiated allegations that there are any radio astronomy operations in tlils hand in the United States 
tliat would receive Interference from RFID tags Radio astronomy operations in this band In tlie United 
States are performed at only a single site in Florida Further, the proposal was coordinated with the 
Interdepartment Radio Advisory Committee (IRAC), which includes the National Science Foundation, 
which irepresents radio astronomy interests. No ohjeCtiOtIS to tlie proposed changes were received from 
radio astronomy interests. 

4. Declaration oCConCormity (DOC) Labeling 

2 I Declaratioii of Conformity (Doc) IS an equipment authorization procedure in which the 
manufacturer or other responsible party l ias the equipment tested for coinpliance at a laboratory 
accredited tn inake tlie required measurements ’‘ If an accredited laboratory finds that the equipment 

See TI reply comments at  2-3 71, 

i l  sCc N T I A  comments a r  2 .%e a h o  ~ u l y  1 2  2002 letter from NTlA to Mr Edmond J Thoinas, Chief, Office of 
Lngiiieerins and Technulogy 

1 .  Sec47CFR 4 I S 5  

7 1 J ~ v 4 7 ( . t R  $ 15225 

74 . rlic indniiiacturer or importer 15 normally the responsible party for equipment authorized undei the DOC 
procedures Retailers inay enier into agreements with ihe  manufacturer or imponer to become the responsible 
(continued ) 

I1 



Federal Communications Commission FCC 03-149 

complies with the applicable rules. i t  inay be marketed without an approval from the Cornmission ’’ 
Equipment authorized through the DOC procedure must be labeled as specified in Section 15.19 o f  the 
rules, whicli provides two variatioiis of the DOC label ’‘ One i s  for equipment tested for compliance as a 
compleLe unit. and the other i s  for pcrsonal computers assembled froin components that were tested 
separately for compliance Either variation of label must iiiclude the trade name, the equipment inodel 
number, the FCC logo, tlie phrase “For Home or Office Use”, and a statement as to whether the complete 
device was tested for compliaiice or whether it was assembled from tested components. A compliance 
information statement must be supplied with equipment authorized through the DOC procedure, and t h i s  
statement must include the inaine and model nuinber of the product, a statement that the equipment 
complies with Part 1 5  of the rules, and the name, address aiid telephone number o f  the party responsible 
for the compliarice of the product ” The compliance information statement supplied with equipment that 
was assembled froin tested components must also identify t l ie components used in the as~embly. ’~ 

22 In the N o m e ,  the Commission proposed several changes to simplify the labeling required 011 

pi~oducts authorized through the DOC procedure It proposed to delete the requirement that the phrase 
“For Home or Office Use” appear oil the label as unnecessary and because including i t  requires the use of 
a larger label, whicli could become increasingly burdensome as advancements in technology result in 
sinaller and smaller equipment.” The Commission also proposed to eliminate the statement on the label 
that the complete device was tested for compliance iii order to further streamline the label.” However, i t  
proposed to continue requiring that personal computers assembled from tested components contain a 
statement to that effect on their label because that information could assist us in determining the source 
o f  compliance problems when investigating cases o f  non-compliant equipment The Commlssion 
sought comment 011 whether electronic labeling should be permitted for devices authorized under the 
DOC procedure, and if so, the appropriate method for electronically labeling equipment sodl  as 
coinputers that are authorized through the DOC procedure O2 

23 .  CEA, Cisco, IBM, ITI, Motorola, Shure, Uniden and T[A all support the proposed simplification 
o f  t l ie DOC labeling requirements, stating that the changes wi l l  allow smaller labels on equipment.” 
CEA, Cisco and Motorola agree that the phrase “For Home or Office Use” IS not necessary on the label 
because Class R devices can be used anywhere Cisco agrees that the label on a computer assembled 
(Conrinued from previous page) 
party I f  equipinent 1s modified by a party other than the responsible party. the party performing the modification 
hecomrs responsible tor the compliance ot the equipment See 47 C F R § 2 9 0 9 ( ~ )  

.See47 C F R ‘5 2 1071, elseq 7’ 

“ S e e 4 7 C F R  $ I 5  19 

”See 47 C F R 5 2 1077 

’‘ .See 47 C F R $ 2 1077(b) 

See Noiiii. at p 182 I 5  7 0  

Bn Id 

’’ Id 

8: 

b i  
.%i. C E A  commrnc a[ 4. CISCO Lommcnls a t  6-7. IBM comments at  I, IT1 commen[s at 2, Motorola commenrs at 

2 - 3  S h w  comments ai 3. Uniden comments at 4. and TIA cominents a t 4  

8d See CkA cuimnenrs at 4, Cisco comments at 6 and Motorola comments at 2-3 
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lroin tested components should state that i t  was assembled from tested components to assist the 
Cominission iii determining the source of, and resolving interference that inay originate with such 
devices IBM requests that we require the stateineiit in Section 1 5  19(a)(3) to appear only in tlie 
i i i m m i o i i  inaiiual rather than on the product to save space, and that the product be labeled with the 
phrase “Class A” or “Class B” in place oftl ie statement “ Shure requests that we allow manufacturers to 
use externally accessible areas such as battery compartments for labeling because It is  undesirable for 
labeling on wireless inicrophones to show up oil camera, and because tlie battery compartment offers 
protection froin wear and perspiration and wi l l  be seen wheii the user replaces batteries 1BM and IT1 
i-equest that we codify the accepted practice o f  allowing the trade name and model number to be placed in 
locations otliei than the compliance label to avoid using critical space for redundant information CEA 
requests that %e provide sufficient lead time for inanufacturers to plan and implement any labeling 
changes “’ 

24 IBM, IT1 and TIA support permitting electronic labeling for equipment authorized under the DOC 
procedure iii order to reduce costs and allow easy re-labeling of equipment IT1 and TIA believe that 
elcctronic labeling should be permitted for equipment authorized under all parts o f  the rules, as an 
alteriiative to physical labeling, and IBM believes that electronic labeling should be permitted to display 
the FCC identification number of transmitters that are installed in laptops by selecting the proper pull- 
down iiieiiu, similar to what is permitted for software defined radios ’)’ 

25 As proposed, we are eliminating tlie requirement for the DOC label to contain the phrase “For 
Home or Office Use” as unnecessary, because the DOC procedure is applicable to Class B digital devices 
and other types of equipment that can be used anywhere. This change wi l l  simplify the labeling 
requirements and perinit smaller labels oil equipment We are also eliminating as unnecessary the 
requirement for the DOC label to state if the complete device was tested for compliance We wi l l  
cotitinue to require the DOC label on computers assembled from tested components to state that they were 
assembled froin tested components, because that information could assist the Commission in determining 
the source o f  compliance problems with such devices. I t  wi l l  be presumed that the complete device was 
tcsted for coinpliance unless the label states otherwise We believe that the vast inajority o f  equipment 

Bi See Cisco comments at 6 

See IBM comments a t  2 Section 15 19(a)(3) requires that Pan 15 devices other than stand-alone cable input 80 

selector switches and receivers associated with a licensed radio service must be labeled with the following 
siatement. “This device complies with Pan 15 ofthe FCC Rules Operation is subject to the following two 
conditions ( I )  This device may not cause harmful interference, and (2) this device must accept any interference 
received, including interference that may cause undesired operation ’’ 

Sw Sliure comments at 2-3  

See IBM comments at I and IT1 conunents at 2 

See CEA comments at 4-5 

See IHM comments a i  2, IT1 comments at 3 dnd TIA comments at 4 

Id Software dcfined radios may be equipped with a means such as a user display screen to display the FCC 

8 7  

X” 

“‘I 

‘1” 

5 8  I 

~dcnti f icauoi i  nulnber normally contained on the nameplate or label See 41 C F R S 2 925(e) 
,,? Manufacurers w ~ l l  wntlnue to Ibe required to supply a compliance information statement with the device stating 
that 11 coinplies with Pari IS ofthe rules See 47 C F R 9 2 1077(a)(2) 
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subject to DOC i s  tested as a complete unit rather than assembled from tested components 'I Therefore, 
th ih  aLtioii w i l l  allow labels to be further streamlined on tlie maJority o f  devices subject to this procedure 
Because t l i is  change is  deregulatory i n  nature and requires iio new information to be added to labels, no 
Traiisitioii period is necessary Responsible parties may continue to use labels that were designed to meet 
tlie old requirements as long a3 tlicy wisli and may change to the simplified labels at tlieir convenience. 

26 We d c l i n e  to l imit tlie appearance o f  tlie statement required by Section 15 19(a)(3) to the 
instruction manual. as requested by IBM This statement advises users that operation of the equlpment is 
subject to tlie c.onditions that it lint cause harmful interference and that i t  inust accept any interference 
received, including interference that may cause undesired operation We believe that many users may be 
unaware of thi:, requirement for Part 15 devices, so this statement provides useful information to users '' 
I n  addition, Section 15 19(a)(S) already contains a provision that permits the label to be placed in the 
iiistruction inaiiual iii cases where a device is so small that it is  not practicable to place the statement on 
tlie device '9' We decline to change tlie rules as requested by IT1 and IBM to specify that the trade name 
and model iiuniber do iiot have to appear on t l ie DOC label i f  they appear elsewhere on tlie equipment, 
because we already perinit placement of this information elsewhere on the equipment when necessary 90 

Therefore. there i s  iio ineed fur tlie recommended rule change. Likewise, labeling for a device may be 
placed inside a baflery compartment when necessary, so there i s  no need for a rule change." 

27 We decliiie to permit electronic labeling of equipment subject to DOC or for any other equipment 
except software defined radios Tlie rules currently permit electronic labeliiig for sofhvare defined radios 
because there is soinetiines a need for a third party to change the identification number of a radio in the 
field when changes are made to the software that affect tlie device's operating frequency, modulation 
type or maximum output power This permits the identification number to be changed without physical 
re-labeling of a radio None of the comments in this proceeding have shown that there i s  a similar need 
for us to allow this capability in equipment subject to DOC or in any other equipment besides software 
defined radios 

5. Test Procedure for Unlicensed PCS Equipment 

28 In the Notice, the Cominission proposed to incorporate iiito our rules by reference American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI) C63 17-1998 as the procedure it wi l l  use for testing unlicensed 
Personal Coininunication Service (PCS) equipment '' This procedure was developed by tlie ANSI C63 

DOC w a s  originally applicable only to personal computers and peripherals Such devices can be tested as a ' V i  

coinplere sysiem The rules also contain provisions to allow personal computers to be assembled fi-om boards and 
power supplies that had been tested for compliance without having Io re-test the entlre device for compliance after 
II i s  assembled Subsequently, the Commission permitted many other Parr 15  unintentional radiators such as 
receivers and VCRs to be authorized under the DOC procedure There are no provisions for such devices to be 
d5sembled from tested components .See47 C F R 5 15 Iu l (a )  

'I6 SEL' 47 c F R 9 I 5 j 

"'See47CFR 9 15lY(a)(5) 

' ' S e i . 4 7 C F R  $ l S l 9 ( b ) ( j )  

9'.Ser47C F R  5 5  I S  IY(b)(4)and2925(d)(Z) 

Scc47 C I: R 4 2 925(e) 

Si,e h i i c e  a t  I) I 8 2  I 6  

'I" 

uo 
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C'omminee specifically for testing tinlicensed PCS equipment for compliance with the requirements in 
Part I 5  o f t l ic  rules 

29 CEA, Cisco and Motorola support the use o f  the C63 17-1998 procedure for testing unlicensed 
PCS equipment 'O"  CEA and Motorola state that this procedure wi l l  help ensure that equipment complies 
with the Commission's rules '"I CISCO states that i t  was developed by qualified industry experts.Io2 We 
find that ANSI C63 17.1998 provides detailed guidance that w i l l  assist manufacturers in measuring 
tinlicensed PCS devices to ensure that they comply with the requirements i n  our rules Accordingly, we 
arc incorporating this procedure into tlie rules by reference as the procedure we w i l l  use for testing 
tinlicensed PCS equipment under Part 1 5  o f  the rules 

6. Approval of Very Low-Powered Devices 

XI Part 15 currently requires a l l  inteiitional radiarors to be certified, regardless o f  how low an 
operating power they use I"' Certification requires the inanufacturer to have the equipment tested for 
coinpliance, then f i l e  an application and wait for approval before the equipment can be marketed.iw I n  
the Nolice, the Commission proposed to exempt intentional radlators operating below 490 kHz from 
certification if the maximum field strength emitted i s  inore than 40 dB below the applicable Part 15 
limits 'Os As an alternative, the Commission sought comment on whether such devices should be subject 
to verification rather than exempted from any form o f  equipment authorization Verification simply 
requires tlie manufacturer to have the equipment tested and to retain certain information on fi le In' No 
application fi l ing i s  required for verification and the equipment may be sold as soon as it IS found to 
comply The Commission stated that the interference potential o f  such devices appears to be extremely 
low. and that requiring certification seems to be ail unnecessary burden on manufacturers."' 

3 1 The comments support eliminating the certification requirement for very low-powered 
intentional radiators, arguing that it is burdensome and unnecessary lo' AdvaMed, Cisco, Linear, 
Polhemus and Uniden argue that such low-powered devices have a low potential for interference 'lo TRP 

loo Src CEA comments at 5 ,  Cisco comments at 12 and Motorola comments at 3 

Sre  CEA commenls at 5 and Motorola comments at 3 

See Cisco comments a t  I2 

Io' See47 C F R 3 15 2Ol(b) 

"" See 47 C F R $6 2 803, 2 907 and 2 1033 

101 

1112 

See Norrce dt p I82 I6 The propused trequency cutoff of 490 kHz was selected to avoid possible interference 105 

to the marine diwess band at 495-505 kliz, and the AM broadcast band at 535-1705 k H z  

lUi' Id 

See 47 C F R # 2 902 and 2 955 

,~ ' E  Notice at p I 8 2  16 

See AdvaMed comments at 2. Cisco comments at 12, I1 I cumments at 9, Linear comments at 5 ,  Polhemus 
comments ar i-4, TI A comments at 6, TRP coniinents at 5-8 ,  TRP reply comments at 3-6, Uniden comments at 4, 
and Wacom comments at I 

107 

l u g  ?' 

,137 

, I "  Sec  Cisco comments ai 12. Linear conimcnti at 5 ,  Polhemus comments at 3, AdvdMed comments at 2 and 
Uniden coinments at 4 
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a i d  AdvaMed 'itate that signals 40 dB below l l ie  Part 1 5  limit are below the ainhient noise level and are 
di l l icul t  to mea3urc ' ' I  TRP believes that devices operating below 490 kHz that are battery operated witti 
a selt-contained ai i le i i i ia  o f  much less than a wavelengtli should be exempted from any kind of equipment 
authorization if all einissions are a t  least 40 dB below the llmit ' I 2  It also believes that devices that have 
einissioiis less rhan 40 dB below the limit and that connect to the AC power lines should be subject to 
\'erification, rdllier than exempted, because they have a somewhat higher potential for interference."' 
TRP states that compliance by low-powered devices can be determined by mathematical calculation and 
that open field testing i s  not necessary I "  However, IT1 believes that devices must be tested to sliow they 
are at  least 40 d B  below tlie l imit I I  states that once a device IS tested, the additional burden imposed by 
verification I> iihiiior i n  iiaturc ' I 5  Wacoin recominends that the upper frequency range o f  devices to be 
exeinptcd should be 1705 k H L  instead o f  490 kHz, so that devices can use higher frequencies to avoid 
inlcrterence froin computer monitors "' TIA states that the 490 kHz cutoff is too restrictive, and believes 
that the Coininission should also el i ininate the certification requirement for 2 4 GHz Bluetooth 
transminei-s operating with less than I inW of power because they must already go through a rigorous 
privale sector cerufication process for industry acceptance ' "  

32 We find that requiring certification for intentional radiators operating below 490 kHz that have 
a l l  einissioiis at  least 40 dB below the limit is an unnecessary burden on manufacturers because the 
interference potential of such equipment is extremely low Instead, we w11l require sucli equipment to be 
authorized through the verification procedure, thus eliminating the need for manufacturers to file an 
applic.atioii and wait for an approval before marketing their equipment. Under the verificatron procedure, 
manufacturers irnay show that a l l  emissioiis are at least 40 dB below the limit through testing We 
recognize, however, that because o f  the low signal levels involved, it may be difficult to even detect sucI1 
emissions with conventional measurement equipment As an alternative to actual measurements, we w i l l  
aIlo%< inanufaclurers instead to demonstrate through calculations or other analysis Illat all emlssioils from 
their equipmeiit w i l l  be at  least 40 dB below the l imit We find tliat it IS necessary for manufacturers to 
make a determiiiation that a device complies with the emlssion limits to prevent harmful interference to 
authorized services, and to retain records to demonstrate compliance with tlie limits. The verification 
procedure IS the most appropriate means to eiisurc that manufacturers make the necessary determinatlon 
of~compliancc and maintain records of this determination. 

33 We decline to expand t h i s  decision to exempt from certification equipment used in bands above 
490 kHz.  as iequested by Wacom ' l a  Wacom provided only assertions and no specific technical 
iiiforination to demonstrate that there would be interference problems from coinputer inonitors to low- 
power transmitters operating below 490 kHz.  In addition we believe that t l ie higher level of oversight of 
certification is necessary at this time to protect the marine distress band at 495-505 k H z  and the AM 

See TRP comments at 5 and AdvaMed comments a i  2 

See, TRI' rep1 y comments at 3 

SLZC IlRP rep1 y comments a i  4 

Sece TRP reply comments at 3 

I l l  

i l l  

H i  

, I d  

I t '  sw ITI cninntenIs a1 Y 

I I(, .See Wdcoin coiiiinents at I 

I l h  Sec Waccm comments at I 
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broadcast hand at 535-1 705 kHz from interfereiice caused by non-compliant equipment We decline to 
ext.mpt intentional radiators from authorization if they are battery operated and all radiated einissions are 
inore thaii 40 dB helow tlie Part 15 limits, as requested by T W  As noted above, we find that 
verification I S  t l ie appropriate ineans to ensure that manufacturers make tlie necessary determination o f  
equipineiit compliance and maintain records o f  this determination. We decline to permit intentional 
radiators operating above 490 kHz that l iave emissioiis less than 40 dB below the Iiinit to be authorized 
tllrough verification procedure, rather than the current certification procedure As TlW noted, such 
equlpmeiit tias a higher potential to cause interference, so we find t l iat the liigher level o f  oversight o f  
cefllficatioii is necessary We also decline to exempt other types o f  devices such as Bluetooth 
Lransniitters [roin certification as TIA requested, because such equipment lias a significantly higher 
potential for causing interfereiice than other low power intentional radiators that we are permitting to be 
verified, so we find that the higher level o f  oversight of certification IS appropriate for such equipment 
T IA lias inot provided information to show that the private sector certification procedure i t  cites IS 

comparable to our certification procedure for demonstrating compliance with tlie rules. We also note that 
Bluetooth devices operating under I inW can already be certificated by private sector 
Telecommunication Certification Bodies. 

7. Information to the User 

3 4  Part 15 requirts certain information to be included i n  the instruction manual, including a 
statement t l iat  unauthorized modifications to a device could void the user's authority to operate it Izo In 
addition, the inaiiual for a digital device must include a warning o f  tlie potential for interference to other 
devices and a l i s t  of some steps that  could possibly eliminate the interference.I2' In  the Nollce, the 
Commission proposed to permit manufacturers to provide this type o f  information in the instruction 
inaiiual in whatever form the manual i s  supplied.12* This could be on paper, a computer disk, a CD-ROM 
or over the Internet The Commission noted that wliile the rules originally envisioned that this 
information would be included i n  a paper instruction manual, the Commission has permitted th is  warning 
information to be provided by alternative means, sucli as a CD-ROM."' It sought comment on whether 
Internet-delivered inaiiuals create accessibility problems for consumers without Internet access or for 
groups of consuiners for wlioin obtaining Internet access IS difficult. The Commission also sought 
coinineiit on wlietlier allowing important information to be delivered only over the Internet would result 
in certain coiisuiners having insufficient access to  informatioil, and on whether allowing warnings to be 
delivered exclusively online would result in a significant reduction in the number o f  consumers who 
receive tlie warnings 

35 Linear supports tlie proposed change to tlie user manual requirements because it should make no 
difference i f  tlie inaiiuals are printed on paper, on a CD-ROM or available over tlie Internet '*' IT1 states 
that providing warnings and information stareinents i n  tlie same form as the user manual w i l l  result 111 

cost savings to  the industry '" It believes that allowing alternative means o f  accessing information could 

See TRP reply comments at  4 and TIA comments at 6 

S c r 4 7 C F R  4 1 5 2 1  
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ciihaiice access to the disabled community because computers could “read” information to the user or 
inagnify it for easier viewing CLA. Motorola and T1A support providing flexibility for manufacturers 
to provide information by paper, disk, CD-ROM or the Internet, but believe that user warning 
information pertaining to safety aspects o f  equipment should be required iii hard copy form that can be 
retained because not a l l  users wil l  liave access to a computer or the Internet 1 2 ’  Cisco states there i s  no 
reasoil to believe that permitting online delivery wi l l  limit access because Internet access i s  not limited, 
and because inaiiufacturers can and do provide contact information for coiisuiners who desire to obtain 
inanuals aiid warning statements by traditional means ”* I B M  and IT1 believe that information should be 
allowed to he inade available over the Internet only if that is t l ie sole method through which the user 
manual is supplied aiid tlie equipment w i l l  be used with Internet access.’z9 ISM requests that the 
proposed changes also apply to Section 15.27(a), which requires a statement in the user’s inaiiual when 
special accessories are required for a device to comply with the rules I3O Nickolaus E Leggett and Steven 
Bryant sLated that allowing iiistruction inaiiuals to be provided over the Internet alone should not be 
pcrinitted becailse many households liave slow Internet access or no lnteriiet access at all.”’ 

36 As proposed, we will permit the warning statements required by Part 15 to be placed in the 
instriictioii inariual when the manual is provided in formats other than paper, such as on a computer dlsk 
or over the Internet This change will provide increased flexibility to manufacturers and wi l l  result in 
cost savings to the industry As IT1 iiotes, allowing alternative means o f  accessing information could 
enhance access to the disabled community because computers could “read” informat~on to the user or 
magnify i t  for easier viewing However, we recognize that some persons do not have access to a 
computer or the Internet, so such persons would not have the capability o f  reading instruction manuals in 
alternative forms Therefore, we wil l  allow warning statements to be provided in alterative forms only 
when the instruction manual i s  provided in the same alternative form and the user can reasonably be 
expected to have the capability to access information 111 that form. For example, warning statements may 
he provided iii a inanual on a CD-ROM or other type o f  computer disk when no paper manual i s  
provided, aiid tlie equipment either has the capability of reading the d~sk  or IS used with equipment that IS 

capable o f  reading the disk. Warning statements may be provided in a inaiiual on the Internet only when 
the manual is provided solely over the Internet and the equipment wi l l  be used wlth Internet access. We 
believe that these requirements wil l  help ensure that the Part 15 warning statements are accessible to all 
persons using a given device. We are also making this change applicable to Section 15.27(a) as 
requested by IBM, because that section l is ts  information that must he included 111 the instruction manual. 
We note that the Commission’s Laboratory sometimes requlres manufacturers to provide information in 
the instruction inanual advising users that equipment must be operated at a iniinimum distance from the 
body to comply with the RF safety guidelines iii the rules ‘ I 2  We wil l  allow such statements to be 
provided in tlie same inanner as the Pan 15 warning statements. If the instruction manual i s  provided in 

See IT1 comnienrs ai 4 

See CEA conments at 6, Motorola comments at 3 and TIA comrnenrs at 

See Cisco commcnrs at 9 

See IBM coiriments at j and IT1 comments at 4 
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an alternative format. inanufacturers caii provide tlie RF safety stateineitts information in hard copy form 
i i t l i e )  clioosc. but wc wi l l  not require tliem to do so 

Emission Limits ahove 2 G H z  8. 

37 While t l i e  Commission dtd [not propose any changes to tlie general radiated einissioii l imits iii 
Part I 5  of [ l ie rules or to tlie radiated emission limits that apply outside tlie Industrial, Scientific and 
Medical (ISM) bands under Part I 8  of the rules, several parties filed comments recommending changes 
to these limits Iii lrl states t l iat it may be appropriate to increase the Parl 15 l imits in steps above 6 CHz, 
I O  5 GHz and I 5  CHr .  but did not recommend specific l i in t ts  ’” Linear believes tliat the current Part 15 
limit of 500 pViin at 3 ineters above 960 MHz should iiicrease by 3 d B  for every doubling o f  
frequency Sirius Satellite Radio, liic (Sirius) requests that we reduce the curreiit Part 15 and 18 limits 
to 8 6 IiV/in at 3 ineters iii the satellite digital audio radio service (SDARS) band.”‘ XM Radio, Inc. 
( X M )  requests that we establish a l imit in the SDARS band of 18 pV/m at 3 meters for Part 15, 18 and 95 
dcvices operating exclusively iii vehicles, and a l imit of 8 6 pV/m at 3 meters for sucli devices operating 
i i t  al l  other environments.”’ lttterstl aitd Motorola oppose Sirius’ and XM’s recommended emission 
limits iii  tlie SIIARS bands, disputing the methodology used to arrive at tlie recommended limits ‘ I 8  

Hecause the Nolice did not include proposals for any changes to tlie general radiated emission limits for 
cquipiiient operating under Parts 15, 18 or other parts of the rules, we find that the requests made by IT1 
aiid Linear to raise the cinission l i m i t s  above 960 M H z  are outside the scope o f  this proceeding. 
Llkewtse, we find that the requests by XM and Sirius for tighter emissioii l i m i t s  in the SDARS band are 
also outside the scope of this proceeding 

9. Addit ional changes to P a r t  15 

3 8  In tlie A’oiice, tlie Commission proposed additional changes to Part I 5  of the rules to modify rule 
sections that needed to be updated to reflect the availabtlity o f  more recent industry documents, or that 
needed other minor revisions The following i s  a summary o f  tlie proposed changes: 

o Section 15.31 Masuremen1 standards: remove references to measurement procedures that are 110 
longer used, correct the Commission’s inailing address. update the reference to reflect t l ie new ANSI 
C63 4-2001 ineayurement procedure and clarify tlie type o f  antenna used for radiated measurements 
below 30 MHz 

Section 15.1 18 Cable ready consumer electronics equipment: correct the Commission’s mailing 
address 

Section 15.120 Program blocking tcchnulogy requirements for television receivers: correct the 
Commission’s mailing address 

(3 

I) 

‘ I i  .See 47 C F R 6 I S  109, which applies to unintentional radiators, 47 C F R 9 IS 209, which applies to 
inlrntional radiators, m d  4 1  C F R 5 18 :05(b), which applies to emismns that appear outside of ISM bands 

See IT1 comments a1 7-8 

Y w  1.iiiear comments a i  3 

See Sirius comrnenir at 2 

%e X M  comments nt 1-2 
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0 Section 15.255 Operation in the band 59.0-64.0 GHz: correct the  wording iii paragraph (b)(5) from 
‘ ‘ e i n i s s i ~ ~ i i  limits’. to “einissioii levels” 

39 CF,A. IBM, Motorola and TIA support these proposals Io update and correct the r ~ l e s . ” ~  IT1 and 
cisco support referencing the C63 4-2001 measurement procedure iii place o f  the C63 4-1992 
illeasuremeiit procedure currently referenced in the rules. They also request that we exclude the use of 
Sectioii 8 2 2 o f  C63.4, which permits ineasurements o f  radiated emissions below 30 M H z  to be made 
With a rod aiiteiiiia, because the Commission and Telecommunication Certification Bodies only accept 
ineasuremeiits made with a calibrated loop antenna Retlif and AClL oppose the use of the C63 4-2001 
ineasureineiil procedure, stating that there w i l l  be no consistent applicatioii o f  the new standard for many 
years because there were wide differences in interpretation o f  the standard witliiii the committee that 
approved it I d ’  I B M  suggests that we perinit use o f  the ClSPR 22 measurement procedure below I GHz 
a b  an alteriiative to [lie C63 4 procedure to eliminate the potential for dual testing of products 
worldwide.“’ IBM also suggests that we adopt the ClSPR 22 einissioii l imi ts  as alternatives to our AC 
power line and radiated emission limits for intentional radiators in Sections 15.207 and 15 209 of  the 
rules ’“ IBM states this could eliminate inultiple testing o f  computers that contain transmitters because 
our rules perinrt computers, but not transmitters, to be tested for compliance with the ClSPR 22 limits, so 
inultiple tests inay be required for one device 

40 We are adopting the changes we proposed to update and correct the rules, including referencing 
the C63 4-200 I ineasuremeiit procedure. C63.4-200 I provides clarifications to the measurement 
procedure and configuration o f  the equipment under test, but does not contain any significant changes 
from C63 4.1992 that w i l l  affect measurement results As proposed, we wi l l  exclude the use of Section 
8 2 2 of C63 4-2001 concerning rod antennas because we have found that calibrated loop antennas 
provide inore accurate and repeatable field strength measurements below 30 MHz Referencing the new 
procedure is necessary because the C63 4-1992 procedure referenced in our rules IS no longer available 
from the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) Standards Department We do not 
accept the recoininendation of Retlif and ACIL not to reference C63.4-2001 in the rules C63.4-2001 liaS 

gone through the ANSI review process and has been adopted as an ANSI standard. We decline to specify 
the use of the CISPR 22 measurement procedure as an alternative to the C63 4 procedure as requested by 
IBM We support the concept o f  a single compliance test for equipment In this case. though, there are 
differences between the two procedures and it has not been shown that the procedures produce equivalent 
ineasurement results For example, the ClSPR 22 procedure specifies the use o f  ferrite clamps oil Some 
Lahles oii the equipment under test. while [lie C63.4 procedure does not. We wil l  consider the possibility 
ol’recogniring the ClSPR 22 procedure as an alternative to the C63 4 procedure, as well as the possibility 
~Taccept i i ig the ClSPR 22 limits for intentional radiators, at a later time 

See CFA corninents at  7, IBM comments at 5 ,  Motorola comments a1 4 and TIA coinments a i  E 

.Sf?i?p IT1 comnients ai 7 and Cisco commenrs at I 2  

Re i l i t  corninents at 2 and ACI comments at 2 
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B. Revisions to Part  2 

1. Family Radio Service Equipment Measurements. 

1 1  111 t l ie hbirce ,  the Commission proposed to require that carrier frequency tolerance measurements 
for Family Radio Service (FRS) transmitters be made over the temperature range of -20 "C to +5U "C 
rather than -30 "C to +5U "C This proposal was intended to correct an inadvertent coiiflict between the 
rules aiid existing Commission ineasureirieiit practices that arose wlieii the Commission streamlined the 
equipment authorization procedures in 1998 

4 2  Cobra Electronics Corporation (Cobra) aiid Uiiiden America Corporation (Uniden) support t l ie 
pruposed change "' Uiiiden states that measurements should be required only to -20 "C, because years 
of experience with radios tested to tliis temperature show that no adverse consequences have been 
observed i i i  tlie real world Cobra states that millioiis of FRS units have been produced that were tested 
io -20 "C with iio reported difficulties from the wers of tlie radio, so the rules should be amended to 
reflect tlie temperature range over which measurements have been required 

43 We find that -20 OC to +50 "C i s  t l ie appropriate temperature range for which frequency stability 
ineasuremeiits should be made on FKS transmitters FKS is a very short distance voice communication 
sewice intended for facilitating family and group activities, aiid we do nut expect that FRS equipment 
would be used frequently at temperatures below -20 "C (4 O F )  The relatively low power o f  this 
equipment means that there would not be a significant risk o f  interference even if the carrier frequency 
were to drift out of  tolerance below -20 "C We note that the -20 "C to +SO "C temperature range IS  

consisteiit with the requirements in  Part I 5  for low power transmitters that require frequency stability 
measurements 1 4 '  Finally, as Uniden aiid Cobra stated, inany FKS transmitters have been approved and 
marketed that liave been tested to only -20 "C, aiid there have been no apparent problems. Accordingly, 
we are requiring the frequency tolerance o t  FRS transmitters to be imeasured over the temperature range 
of -20 "C to +50 "C, as proposed 

2. Accreditation of Test Laboratories 

44 I n  the Nollce, the Commission proposed that a test laboratory that has been accredlted by an 
organization recognized by t l ie Commission would 110 longer have to f i l e  a descrlption of its 
measurement facilities with Commission. provided tlie accrediting organization submitted certain 
information about the laboratory to t l ie Corninission.'" The information that would have to be submitted 
would b r  the laboratory name, address, contact information, scope of accreditation, date o f  accreditation, 
and tlie date by wliicli the accreditation must be renewed 'a This proposal was intended to reduce the 
burden on laboratories by eliminating t l ie need for them to file duplicate information with both tlie 
Cuiiiinissioii aiid a n  accrediting organization The Commission also proposed to clarify the conditions 
for rccogiiiziiig die accreditation of laboratories outside the Unlted States Specifically, laboratories 
outside the United States would be recognized by tlie Commission if one of tlie following two condittoiis 

.See Nolice at p IS2 17- I 8 2  IS  

Tee C'obra cnrnnienls a t  5-6 and Uniden cominents a t  5 
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are inet I )  the laboratory has been designated by a foreign authority aiid recognized by tlie Coininission 
tinder the terms o f  a goveriiineiit-to-government Mutual Recognition Agreeineiit or Arrangement (MRA), 
01~ 2 )  the laboratory has becii accredited bq an organization whose accreditations are recognized by t l ie 
Cummission 

4 5  CEA. Cisco, IBM, Motorola and T IA suppon eliminating t l ie requirement for accredited 
laboratories to file a description of their measurement facilities with the These parties 
State that it i s  iuiinecessary for this information to be filed with tlie Commission because it has already 
been tiled with tlie accrediting organization However, Retlif Testing Laboratories (Retlif) and the 
American Council tor Independent Laboratories (ACIL) oppose removing t l i is requirement, stating the 
diaiige would add costs for the accredited laboratory because the accredited laboratory would have to 
pay for the accrediting organization to f i l e  this inforination with tlie Commission CEA, Cisco, [TI, 
Motorola aiid 1-IA support the proposed cri teria for recognizing tlie accreditations o f  laboratories outside 
t l ie United States ’” Cisco states that the change would be an eiiorrnous benefit for companies 
participating iii the global marketplace I s ’  171 states that the proposed change would siinplify the 
conditions under which an accredited laboratory may be accredited for testing to Commission 
requirements and would be an improvement in t l ie  process o f  obtainmg approval to use foreign 
laboratories foi- testing for a DOC Is’ I B M  and IT1 recommend that we recognize the accreditation of 
foreign laboratories by National Institute o f  Standards and Technology National Voluntary Laboratory 
Accreditation Program (NIST NVLAP) or the American Association for Laboratory Accreditation 
(AZLA) I s ‘  They also believe that the language in the rules should reference “measurement facilities” 
rather thaii “open field sites” so as iiot to preclude the use of semi-anechoic chambers for testing Is’ 

46 We are adopting our proposal to iiot require accredited laboratories to fi le a description o f  their 
ineasuremeiit faci l i t ies with us, provided t l ie accrediting organization has submitted certain information 
about the laboi-atories to the Commission This information must include tlie laboratory name, address 
(both the test site address aiid company mailing address), contact inforination, the accrediting 
organization’s name, i ts designation number for the laboratory and the date by which the accredltation 
inust be renewed. In  addition, the name of the M R A  must he provided for accredited laboratories outside 
of the United States designated under the terms o f  a government-to-goveriiinent MRA. Consistent with 
the current requirements for filing ineasurement facility descriptions, the inforination submitted by tlie 
accrediting organization inust also include an FCC Registration Number (FRN), which IS required for all 
organizations doing business with the Coininission, aiid a “yesino” indication as to whether the 
laboratory w i l l  perform testing 011 a contract basis ”“ This wi l l  reduce the burden on accredited 

See CEA comments at 6, Cisco comments at IO, IBM comments at 4, Motorola comments at 4 and TIA 11” 
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laboratories by eliininating the need for them to f i l e  duplicate information with the Commission and an 
accred I t ing organization 

47 We disagree with Retlif and ACIL that this change would significantly increase costs for 
laboratories Accrediting organizations already lhave the information that we need i n  their records, and 
the Commissioii lias developed an clectroiiic system that these organizations can use to quickly and easily 
hailsinit the information to us 1 5 ’  Further, accrediting organizations currently subinit certain information 
about the laboratories they have accredited in paper form to the Commission, and we do not expect that a 
cllaiige from paper filing to electronic filing o f  this inforination wi l l  result in any increase in 
accreditation costs. We are iiot inandating accreditation for laboratories, and laboratories that are not 
accredited may coiitinue to use the current procedure for f i l ing test site description information with the 
Cominissioii to be placed on our test site l i s t  

48 We also are adopting the criteria we proposed for accepting the accreditation o f  laboratories 
located outside the United States, which are that the laboratory lhas been accredited by a foreign authority 
and recognized by tlie Commission under tlie terms o f  a government-to-government Mutual Recognition 
Agreement or Arrangement, or that tlie laboratory lias beeii accredited by an organization whose 
accreditations are recognized by t l ie Commission. These changes wil l  siinplify the conditions for 
accepting tlie accreditation of foreign laboratories by eliminating the prohibition on foreign accreditors 
accrediting laboratories outside their own country The current rules already permit NVLAP and AZLA 
t o  accredit laboratories outside tlie United States, so there is no need for us to make a change to permit 
this as requested by IBM and IT1 These changes address the concerns raised by IT1 in i ts petition for 
reconsideration filed i n  ET Docket 95-19, so we are in effect granting that petition We agree with 
1BM and IT1 that the rules should reference “measurement facilities” rather than “open field sites” SO as 
i w t  to preclude the use of semi-anechoic chambers for testing, and the rules we are adopting reflect that 
recoininendat ion. 

3. Additional changes to P a r t  2 

49 In die % m e ,  the Commission proposed to make additional changes to Pan 2 o f  the rules to 
iriodii’y sections that need to be updated to reflect the availability o f  inore recent industry documents, or 
that needed other minor rev~s~ons l‘”’ We received coininents supporting tlie proposals and are adopting 
the following changes ’“ 

o Section 2.202 Bandwidths: add entries to t h e  table o f  necessary bandwidth calculations in paragraph 
( 8 )  for newer digital modulation types 

Thi, system can be accessed on the Commission’s Internet S I I K  at \Y\W fcc Eovir-t i lei  

Ldhoralory accreditation is only required for laboratories that wish to perfom testing for the Declaration of 
Cunlhmiity (DOC) procedure Laboratories that are not accredited inay perform testlng for equipment that I S  

verified for compliance or certified by the Commission or a designated Telecoinmunication Cenification Body 
(TCB) See 47 C 1: K 9 2 948 
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158 

, i’l IT1 argued in their petition thai the r u l u  we adopted in ET Docker 95-19 for recognizing the accreditation o f  
foreign laboratories imposed unnecessary rrade fairness criteria The changes we are adopting in this proceeding 
remove the cri teria tn which IT1 oh~ecied 
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Section 2.918 Description of  measurement Facilities: remove references to expired traiisitioii dates 
and ob~olete ineasoreineii~ procedures, update references to reflect the availability o f  the new ANSI 
C63 4-2001 imeawremeiit procedure, and IO correct the Commission’s mailing address 

Section 2.1033 Application fo r  certification: re-designate paragraph 2. I033(c)( 17) on composite 
devices as paragraph 2 1033(d) to correct a inumbering error 

Sections 2.1061 through 2.1065 Filing for Application Reference: remove this procedure because 
i t  is in01 used 

50 In  addition to these changes, we are adding tlne heading “Telecommunication Certification 
Bodies (TCBs)” prior to Section 2 960 of the rules This change clari f ies that the subsequent sections 
refer to the requirements for TCBs, and are inot part of the requirements for verification, which is tlie last 
heading prior to Section 2 960 Because this i s  an editorial change. it can he imade without notice and 
comment 

o 

0 

o 

C. Changes to Par t  18 

5 I In tlne Norice, tlne Commission proposed to delete certain rule sections in Part 18 that appear to 
We received no comments opposing these proposals, and remain convinced of their he unnecessary 

propriety We are therefore adopting the following  change^.'^' 

o Section 18.103 Organization and applicabil ity of the rules: delete because it duplicates the 
table of contents for Part 18. 

Section 18.105 Other applicable rules: delete because i t  provides l i t t le  information and IS not 
necessary 

Section 18.119 Importation: delete because it duplicates portions of the rules in Part 2 

G 

o 

D. Changes to Part  90 

52 111 the Notice, the Commission proposed to correct an error in Section 90 203(k) o f  the rules 
concerning the certification requirements for equipment used 111 tlie Private Land Mobile Radio Service 
(PLMRS) “‘ Specifically, the Commission proposed to delete the requirement that PLMRS transinifiers 
111 the 220 MHz hand comply with ininiinum standards for spectral efficiency that was erroneously 111 th is  
5ectioii This error occurred when a suinmary o f  the Report und Order 111 ET Docket No 97-94 
streamlining the equipment authorizarioil processes was published in the Federal Register I‘’ This Reporf 
and Order inridified Section 90 203(k) by changing tlne term “type acceptance” to “certification” 
tliroughout, but made 110 changes to the rest of the section I h 6  For clarlty, tlne rule appendix in the Reporf 

i<i? See Norice at p I 82 19 

.See IBM comments at 5, CEA comments at 7. Motorola comments at 4 and TIA coininents at 8 

ISe~~N~mcean p 1x219 

.See R?pori ond Order in ET Docket No 97-94, 13 TCC Rcd I 14 I 5  (1998) 

I’reviuusly rlie Commission had separate approval processes for equipmenl used in authorized services and foi 
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und Order Yhowed the entire text of t h i s  paragraph as revised Subsequent to the adoption o f  the Reporr 
und Order, the Commission adopted a Memorandum Opinion and Order i t i  a separate proceeding that 
also revised Section 90.203(k) I n  that action, tlie Coinmission removed the requirement for Part 90 
transmitters operating 111 t l ie 220 M H z  band to comply with spectral efficiency requirements. While the 
Memorandum (Jpinion and Order was adopted and released after the Repor! und Order, a summary o f  it 
was published in the Federal Register before thc summary o f  tlie Reporr and Order Therefore, when the 
Rcporl und Order was publ i~hed in the Federal Register, the spectral efficiency requirement that was 
deleted by h e  Memorandum Opinion and Order was inadvertently placed back in the rules 

51 011 May 23,  7001, MIA-COM Private Radio Systems, Inc (MIA-COM) filed a Petition for 
Declaratory Ruling, requesting that we clarify that the spectral efficiency requirement should no longer 
be in Section 90 203(k) o f  t l ie rules MIA-COM notes that t h i s  sectioii i s  incorrect because of the two 
rule making items adopted by tlie Commission that were published in the Federal Register out of 
sequence "' We are correcting th i s  sectioii by deleting the spectral efficiency requirement that was 
removed by the hfemorandum Opinion and Order. and are therefore in effect granting MIA-COM's 
pelition 

E. Changes to Part  95 

54 Section 95 1 1  15(b) specifies the out-of-band field strength limits for transmitters operating in the 
Wireless Medical Telemetry Serv~ce."~ We are correcting two typographical errors in t lm section that 
arose wlieil the rules were published in the Federal Register Specifically, we are correcting the field 
strength uni ts  of  ineasureinent to read "pVIm", rather than "pIm" and ''pin" as they currently appear in 
tlie rules Because these are editorial changes, they can be made without notice and comment. 

IV. PROCEDURAL MATTERS 

5 5  Final Repulatorv Flexibility Aiialvsis The Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for t h i s  Second 
Report aiid Order and Meinordiidum Opinion and Order, pursuant to the Regulatory Flexibility Act, see 5 
U S C $ 604, i s  contained i n  Appendix C 

56 This Second Repon aiid Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order contains new or modified 
information collections subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act o f  1995 (PRA), Public Law 104-13 It 
uill be wbinitted to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) tor revlew under Section 3507(d) of 
thc PRA OMB, the general public, aiid other Federal agencies are invited lo comment on the new or 
modified intortnation collection(s) contained i n  this proceeding 

37 To inake cited sources inore easily available to the readers, we are testing the use o f  hyperlinks to 
some FCC doctiineiits that are cited in this document The World Wide Web addressesIURLs that we give 
here wcre co t i cc t  at  the time this document was prepared but may change over time We do not lhave staff 

( (~ont inuei i  from preriobs page) - 
'.Lettification resp::ctivcly In the streamlining Repori and Order, we combined [he two processes Into a Single 
rroceb5 id!led "s:e?ilhtica '' 

1,,7 
See HeWri ilnd Order /H,EOj in ET Docket No 97-94. 13 FCC Rcd 1 1411 (1998) and Menioronduni Opinion 

w7ii Cjrdc'i.ihW&Oj in PK lhckct Nu 89-552. GN Diicket No 9:-252 and PP Docket N o  95-25>, 13 FCC Rcd 
I 4564  i 1998) 

S k 4 7 C ! - R  ~ 9 5  I I l j ( b )  , 08 

'""Sce 65  FR 44008 (2000) 
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dedicated to updating these UKLs, however, so readers inay find some URLs to be out o f  date as time 
progresses We  also advise that the only definit~ve text of FCC documents is the one that is published i n  the 
FCC Record. I n  case or discrepancy between the electronic documents cited here and the FCC Record, the 
vcrsmii 111 the FCC Record IS definitive 

58 For further inforinailon regarding this Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion aiid 
Order. contact Mr. Hugh L. Van Tuyl, Office of Engineering and Technology, (202) 418-7506, e-mail 
HuKh VanTuvlti3fcc 2013 

V. ORDERLNG CLAUSES 

59 Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that pursuant to the authority contained in Sections 4(i), 301, 302, 
303(e),  303(f) end 303(r) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 USC Sections 154(i), 301, 
302, 303(e), 303(9 and 303(r), this Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion aiid Order IS 
ADOPTED and Parts 2, 15, 18, 90 and 95 of the Commisslon's Rules ARE AMENDED as set forth iii 

Appendix A effective 120 days after publication in the Federal Register. 

60 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to the authority contained iii  Sections 4(i), 301. 302, 
303(e), 303(9 and 303(r) of the Communicatioiis Act of- 1934, as amended, 47 USC Sections 154(i), 301, 
302, 303(e), 303(f) and 303(r), the petition for reconslderation filed by the Informatlon Technology Institute 
111 ET Docket No. 95-19 on September 3 ,  1997 IS GRANTED to the extent indicated herein. IT IS 
FURTHER ORDERED that ET Docket No 95-19 IS TERMINATED 

61 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to the authority contamed i n  Sectlons 4(1), 301, 302, 
303(e). 303(f) and 303(r) of the Communicatlons Act of 1934, as amended, 47 USC Sectlons 154(1), 301, 
302, 303(e), 303(f) and 303(r), the petition for declaratory rullng filed by M/A-COM Prlvate Radio 
Systems, Inc on May 23, 2001 IS GRANTED to the extent indicated herein 

62 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Coinmisslon's Consumer and Governmental Affalrs 
Bureau, Reference Information Center, SHALL SEND a copy of this Second Report and Order and 
Memorandum Opinion and Order. including the Flnal Regulatory Flexlbillty Analysis, to the Chief 
Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business Administration 

FEDERAL COMhKJNICATIONS COMMISSION 

I Marlene I I Dortch 
Secretary 
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